College students may subjectively evaluate the consequences of drinking in unexpected ways, rating "negative" consequences as neutral or even positive experiences. We previously gathered qualitative evidence for several contextual factors that may influence one's subjective evaluations (e.g., social influences, intoxication level, concurrent positive consequences). The purpose of the present study was to quantitatively investigate whether student evaluations of consequences differ by various contextual factors. We administered an anonymous online survey to 214 college students (76% female, 69% drinkers, 48% heavy drinkers) in return for academic credit, on which they reported how positively or negatively they would evaluate 6 alcohol-related consequences (e.g., vomiting, being rude, blacking out) under different conditions. Paired samples t tests were used to compare evaluation ratings, averaged across consequences, under different hypothetical contextual conditions (e.g., among friends vs. strangers). Out of 16 contextual comparisons, all but one (first-time vs. repeated consequence) revealed significant differences in subjective evaluations; the pattern held in reduced samples of just drinkers or just heavy drinkers. Examples include that consequences were viewed more negatively (a) if occurring at either a party or bar versus alone in one's home/dorm, (b) if friends express concern versus find it funny, (c) if the consequence was expected versus unexpected, and (d) if there are lasting consequences versus none. When using recent consequences in feedback-based interventions to build motivation to change, it may be useful to discuss the context of a consequence and how this influences the perceived aversiveness of that consequence.
important. Interestingly, college students sometimes subjectively evaluate the consequences of drinking in unexpected ways, rating "negative" consequences as neutral or even positive experiences (Barnett, Merrill, Kahler, & Colby, 2015; Mallett, Bachrach, & Rob Turrisi, 2008; Patrick & Maggs, 2011; White & Ray, 2014) . Cross-sectionally, more negative subjective evaluations have been linked to higher levels of readiness to change drinking (Barnett et al., 2002 (Barnett et al., , 2003 Barnett, Goldstein, Murphy, Colby, & Monti, 2006; Longabaugh et al., 1995) and lower levels alcohol use among college students (Gaher & Simons, 2007; Mallett et al., 2008) . Longitudinal work shows that when consequences are evaluated more negatively, students drink less in the near future (Merrill, Read, & Barnett, 2013) . Some research has shown evaluations to predict subsequent drinking even when controlling for the number of consequences (Barnett et al., 2015) , though others have not (White & Ray, 2014; Zaso et al., 2016) .
Despite a potential predictive role for negative consequences and their subjective evaluations, little is known about the environmental conditions under which consequences are perceived as subjectively negative. Knowing when and why consequences are (or are not) viewed negatively has implications for improved prediction of future drinking behavior. In a recent study (Merrill, Rosen, Walker & Carey (2018) ), we gathered qualitative evidence from college drinkers for several contextual factors that may influence subjective evaluations of "negative" alcohol consequences. The purpose of the present study was to quantitatively investigate whether student evaluations of drinking consequences differ by various contextual factors, by asking students to rate how negative versus positive a series of consequences would be under a range of hypothetical conditions that were informed by our qualitative work. Those conditions associated with more negative evaluations may be those likely to result in increased motivation to change and/or self-initiated change in drinking behavior.
A few studies have examined individual-level predictors of subjective evaluations. In one study, females, older participants, and those who experienced consequences more often evaluated consequences as more bothersome, while college versus noncollege status was not associated with consequence evaluations (White & Ray, 2014) . In a second study, more negative evaluations of recent consequences were associated with higher levels of past year consequences, as well as higher descriptive norms (i.e., perceptions that consequences were more common; Merrill, Read, & Colder, 2013) . However, variation in subjective evaluations of consequences is observed not only between-but also withinindividuals . This suggests that how a consequence is subjectively evaluated may depend on contextual-level factors-things that differ within a person, across time, rather than just between persons.
SLT supports this suggestion, highlighting the importance not only of cognitive factors (e.g., evaluations of consequences), but also of environmental factors (e.g., external and internal contextual influences) in the learning of drinking behavior. Specifically, the SLT principle of differential reinforcement suggests that consequences may be evaluated differently depending on "stimulus conditions" or contextual factors. Here, contextual factors refer to both the internal and external conditions that may influence alcohol-related cognitions. Yet, we know little about what might determine whether a student evaluates a given consequence negatively on one occasion versus another.
One study examined a handful of weekly level predictors of more negative evaluations (Merrill, Subbaraman, & Barnett, 2016) . This study revealed that consequences were rated as more aversive on weeks characterized by (a) lower levels of alcohol use, (b) a greater number of negative consequences, (c) a smaller number of positive consequences, and (d) less positive evaluations of those positive consequences that were experienced. That is, variability in how consequences are rated from week-to-week in part depended on the context in which those consequences occur. However, context is comprised of much more than just the drinking behavior and its consequences.
As such, in a recent qualitative study, we sought to elucidate additional contextual-level correlates of subjective evaluations (Merrill et al., 2018) . Using 13 focus groups, heavy drinking college students (age 18 -20; n ϭ 62), were queried about the kinds of thoughts and feelings they have in response to alcohol consequences, as well as the influences on those thoughts and feelings. Consistent with survey studies, reactions to "negative" consequences of alcohol misuse were not uniformly labeled as negative by participants. Further, several contextual influences on reactions to consequences were revealed. Those influences with the strongest support included social factors (e.g., normative perceptions, immediate social context, discussions with friends); and additional qualitative themes highlighted a role for cognitive factors (e.g., attribution to alcohol), internal contextual factors (e.g., level of intoxication) and external contextual factors (e.g., concurrent positive consequences). Of note, these organizational categories are imposed by us, the research team, rather than representing labels provided by the participants themselves. These categories are further described below.
Social Factors
SLT posits a role of learning by observation. Perceptions of negative consequences as more common (i.e., descriptive norms; Baer, Stacy, & Larimer, 1991; Lee, Geisner, Patrick, & Neighbors, 2010; Perkins, Meilman, Leichliter, Cashin, & Presley, 1999; Read, Wood, Davidoff, McLacken, & Campbell, 2002; Wood, Read, Palfai, & Stevenson, 2001) or more acceptable (i.e., injunctive norms; Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990) should be associated with less negative evaluation of one's own consequences. Indeed, in our qualitative work, students suggested that both stronger descriptive norms and injunctive norms would result in less negative evaluations. Other social influences were also discussed in focus groups. For example, students acknowledged that who one is with during a consequence may influence his or her reaction; however, there were mixed reports regarding whether a consequence would be viewed less negatively if occurring among friends or among strangers. Further, we than learned students talk with their friends about their drinking experiences, which often serves to alleviate otherwise negative reactions. This alleviation seemed to occur particularly if consequences later became a funny story to tell, or if discussions resulted in more alcohol permissive perceived descriptive or injunctive norms. In the present study, we further examine all three of these-norms, immediate social context (friends vs. strangers), and friend reactions-as potential social factors that can distinguish subjective evaluations of consequences. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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Cognitive Influences
Students in our qualitative study reported that if they are able to attribute a consequence/behavior directly to alcohol intoxication (vs. some other cause), this can lessen the negative evaluation of that consequence/behavior (Merrill et al., 2018) . A second potential cognitive influence, with a key role in SLT, pertains to alcohol expectancies (beliefs about the likely outcomes of drinking behavior). If one enters a drinking event expecting negative consequences to occur, he or she may be less bothered by them, compared with consequences that are unexpected. In the present study, we examine both attributions and expectations as cognitive factors that may relate to subjective evaluations.
Internal Contextual Factors
First, (Merrill et al., 2018) found evidence that at higher levels of intoxication (notably, when consequences are more likely to occur), consequences are perceived less negatively. Second, SLT acknowledges the role of affect in its relation to cognition (Maisto et al., 1999) . Positive mood during a drinking event may result in less negative evaluation of negative consequences, while negative mood may have the opposite effect. In the present study, we examine both level of intoxication and mood as internal contextual factors that may differentiate subjective evaluations.
External Contextual Factors
Both survey study findings (Merrill et al., 2016) and our prior qualitative study suggest that positive effects of drinking that occur alongside the negative consequences, or a more positive overall perception of a drinking event, may mitigate a negative reaction to those consequences. Moreover, it is plausible that the location in which a consequence takes place (e.g., public vs. private location) may have implications for how it is subjectively experienced. As such, we test both the overall perception of the night (i.e., relative balance of positive and negative consequences of drinking) and location as potential external contextual factors that may be related to evaluations.
Time, Lasting Impact, and Prior Experience
Three additional potential factors are examined in the present study. First, our qualitative work indicated that the passage of time has implications for the valence of a consequence evaluation. The most negative reactions occur the morning after the event, when alone with one's thoughts. However, these negative reactions tend to subside over time. Additionally, whether a consequence has a lasting impact, and whether the individual has prior experience with the consequence (i.e., experiencing it the first vs. several times), may also be relevant.
In all then, in the present study we examined 12 potential correlates of subjective evaluations of consequences. We used quantitative methods to confirm the importance of these primarily contextual influences, by asking participants to give consequence ratings under different hypothetical conditions. We hypothesized that consequence evaluations would vary by context, mirroring the themes revealed in our qualitative work.
Method

Participants and Procedure
Participants were 214 undergraduate students (ages 18 to 25) enrolled in introductory psychology courses at a small liberal arts college in the northeast. Participants completed an anonymous online survey in return for academic credit, on which they reported how positively or negatively they would evaluate six alcoholrelated consequences under different conditions. All procedures were approved by the university's Institutional Review Board. Participant characteristics are presented in Table 1 . This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Measures
Demographics. Participants reported on gender, age, year in school, race/ethnicity, residential status, and Greek membership.
Contextual-level evaluations of consequences. Participants reported subjective evaluations for six hypothetical consequences (feeling sick/vomiting; saying/doing something embarrassing; blacking out; passing out; getting into a sexual situation that is later regretted; and becoming very rude, obnoxious, or insulting). These six consequences were chosen from the valid and reliable measure, the Brief Young Adult Alcohol Consequences Questionnaire (BYAACQ; Kahler, Strong, & Read, 2005) . We took care to select items that were not so severe that participants would be unlikely to have had experience with them to draw on in making hypothetical evaluation ratings, but that were not so mild as to result in little variability in evaluation ratings on the low end of the scale. We also chose items that seemed especially distinct from one another, that fell into both personal and social domains, and that did not represent symptoms that take time to develop (e.g., tolerance) but rather those that could occur/be assessed at a daily level.
For each of the six consequences, participants received the instruction set: "Imagine that you have been drinking alcohol. You [feel sick and you vomit]. For each of the conditions described below, please rate how you think you would evaluate the experience of [feeling sick and vomiting due to drinking]." They then provided a rating from 1 ϭ extremely positive to 7 ϭ extremely negative, for each of several different hypothetical contexts. Contexts fell into three social factor categories of (1) norms (if your friends told you they had done the same before, if your friends told you that had never happened to them), (2) immediate social context (in the company of friends, in the company of strangers), and (3) friends' reactions (if later your friends thought it was a funny story, if later your friends expressed concern); two cognitive factor categories of (4) expectations (if earlier in the day you expected you might drink to the point of having that experience, if you did not expect it to happen that night), and (5) attribution (if you thought it was due to your drinking, if you thought it was due to something other than your drinking); two internal contextual factor categories of (6) mood (if you were in a good mood just prior, if you were in a bad mood just prior), and (7) level of intoxication (if you were very drunk, if you were just a little buzzed); two external contextual factor categories of (8) overall night (during an otherwise great night, during an otherwise not-so-great night), and (9) location (alone in your own room, at a party, at a bar); and three miscellaneous factors of (10) lasting impact (if this had some kind of lasting consequence, if there were no lasting consequences), (11) prior experience (for the first time, after having had this experience several times), and (12) timing (in the moment, looking back on it the next day, looking back on it a week later). For two consequences (blacking out, passing out) we did not assess "in the moment" or either level of intoxication contexts. In all, a total of 26 contexts were measured within these 12 domains. The contextual-level ratings were averaged across the six consequences for each person.
Alcohol use. Participants were asked to estimate the average number of standard drinks they consumed on a typical drinking day during the last month (average drinks), and to estimate the number of standard drinks consumed on the one day in the last month when they consumed the most alcohol (peak drinks). To assess heavy episodic drinking, participants responded to the item "During the last month, how many times have you consumed four (women)/five (men) or more standard drinks on one drinking occasion?" These three items were used for descriptive purposes. In addition, for subset analyses, if a nonzero was entered for either average or peak drinks, the participant was coded as a drinker, and participants who endorsed at least one heavy drinking episode were coded as heavy drinkers.
Alcohol consequences. The BYAACQ (Kahler et al., 2005 ) was used to assess whether each of a set of 24 alcohol consequences occurred either in the past month or ever. Items were dichotomously scored, to obtain a count of the number of negative consequences across each of the two time frames (past month, lifetime) for descriptive purposes. We also examined lifetime frequencies of the six consequences of interest (those for which we assessed contextual-level evaluations) in this study.
Data Analytic Plan
First, a repeated measures (within-subjects) analysis of variance (ANOVA) was run to provide an omnibus test of whether there were mean differences in evaluation ratings, averaged across consequences, across all 26 hypothetical contexts. Then, paired samples t tests were used to make specific planned comparisons of evaluation ratings within each of the 12 categories (e.g., among friends vs. strangers). Because this resulted in a total of 16 comparisons, we used a Bonferroni correction for Type I error, evaluating significance at p Ͻ .003. Analyses were first run in the entire sample. Sensitivity analyses were then conducted by running ANOVA and t tests only among drinkers and then only among heavy drinkers.
Results
Complete participant descriptives are included in Table 1 . Over the past 30 days, the subset of drinkers in our sample reported consuming an average of 3.65 drinks per occasion, engaging in heavy episodic drinking about twice, and experiencing close to three negative consequences. In the full sample, lifetime rates of the consequences of interest in this study ranged from 16% (passing out) to 58% (saying/doing something embarrassing), see Table  1 . Among drinkers only, lifetime rates of consequences were as follows: 21% passing out, 29% regretted sexual situation, 42% became rude/obnoxious/insulting, 44% blacked out, 70% got sick/ vomited, and 72% said/did something embarrassing.
Participants rated the consequences between 5 and 6 (on average) on a scale of 1 ϭ extremely positive to 7 ϭ extremely negative, across all contextual domains assessed, suggesting that these particular experiences are perceived negatively regardless of context. In the whole sample, the repeated measures ANOVA revealed a significant within-person effect, F(25, 5300) ϭ 50.61, p Ͻ .001, suggesting that participants reported varying mean consequence evaluation scores across the hypothetical contexts. All planned contextual level pairwise comparisons were significant (p values Ͻ .001) with the exception of whether the consequence occurred for the first time versus repeatedly (see Table 2 ). Specifically, on average, consequences were viewed as more negative if a friend has never experienced the same consequence This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
before versus has, if occurring among strangers versus friends, if friends express concern versus finding it funny, if the consequence was unexpected versus expected, if the person attributes the consequence to something other than alcohol versus to alcohol, if in a bad versus good mood just prior, if one was just a little buzzed versus very drunk, if it was an otherwise not-so-great versus great night, at either a party or bar versus alone in one's home/dorm, at a bar versus party, if there are lasting consequences versus no lasting consequences, when looking back on it the next day or the next week versus in the moment, and looking back on it the next day versus the next week. Findings were the same when limiting the sample to either just drinkers or just heavy drinkers.
Discussion
The primary goal of the present study was to examine whether, among college students, hypothetical evaluations of an alcoholrelated consequence may be related to the context in which it occurs. Several themes derived from recent qualitative findings on the contextual influences on consequence evaluations were further supported using survey methodology. Here, we found more evidence that the way in which consequences are subjectively evaluated is quite nuanced, and does indeed differ as a function of social, cognitive, and other contextual factors. That consequences may be evaluated differently depending on "stimulus conditions" or contextual factors findings are in line with the SLT principle of differential reinforcement. Each specific finding is described and placed in the context of prior research and theory (especially SLT) below.
Social Factors
Themes from our prior qualitative work regarding the impact of the social context on consequence evaluations were confirmed in this study. Specifically, consequences were viewed as more negative if occurring among strangers versus friends, if a friend has This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
never experienced the same consequence before versus has, and if friends express concern versus finding it funny. The first of these speaks to the importance of the immediate social context. That is, students may reflect on who has observed the consequences of their drinking behavior in real-time when deciding whether or not those consequences are aversive. The latter two contextual differences speak to the importance of social norms. Descriptive norms refer to how common a behavior is perceived to be among one's peers, while injunctive norms refer to how acceptable a behavior is perceived to be among one's peers (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1991) . Our findings show that more permissive norms of either type may result in evaluating one's own alcohol consequences less negatively, in turn perhaps reducing motivation to change behavior. That the ways in which friends react to one's consequence is important also surfaced in focus group findings regarding the ways in which students discuss their consequences with friends, and how these discussions have strong implications for changing perceptions of consequences over time. Our findings in the social domain are in line with SLT's emphasis on learning from the social environment-interactions with and observations of friends can in some cases reinforce drinking behavior, and this may occur via an impact on one's subjective evaluation of consequences.
Cognitive Factors
As noted earlier, SLT also emphasizes the influence of cognitive factors on the learning of drinking behavior. While subjective evaluations themselves are a cognitive variable, they may be expected to vary along other cognitive dimensions, such as attributions and expectancies. Consequences were reported to be more negative if they could not be attributed directly to alcohol intoxication. When reflecting back on a consequence, if one is able to attribute uncharacteristic behavior to having been drunk, one may feel less badly about it than if the consequence occurred but could not be blamed on alcohol. We also found that if a student expected that he or she might experience a consequence due to drinking on that occasion, it would be perceived less negatively than if it occurred unexpectedly. This finding not only speaks to the key role that expectancies play in SLT, but can be placed in the context of other theories as well. For example, regarding the social reaction pathway of the Prototype Willingness Model (Gibbons, Gerrard, & Lane, 2003) , this finding might suggest that a link between willingness to experience a consequence and later behavior could be mediated by one's perception of that consequence (e.g., more willingness leads to less negative evaluation which in turn leads to more drinking).
Internal Contextual Factors
With respect to internal contextual factors, first, consequences were rated more negatively assuming one was already in a bad mood versus a good mood when they occurred. Not only does SLT acknowledge the role of affect in its relation to cognition (Maisto et al., 1999) , that one's mood prior to experiencing a consequence might color how positively or negatively it is perceived is also consistent with alcohol myopia theory (Steele & Josephs, 1990) . Second, consequences were viewed as more negative if they occurred when one was just a little "buzzed" versus very drunk. In the moment, higher levels of intoxication may interfere with one's ability to accurately judge the magnitude of a consequence. However, given that the evaluation ratings in the present study were provided when participants were sober, it is also possible that, reflecting back, consequences that occurred at lower levels of intoxication are more unexpected and therefore troubling.
External Contextual Factors
We found evidence for both posited external contextual factors. First, if it was an otherwise not-so-great night, a consequence that occurs would be viewed more negatively than within the context of an otherwise great night. This particular finding was not only consistent with our focus group work, but also with Merrill et al. (2016) , a study which demonstrated that weeks with more positive consequences were associated with less negative evaluations of the negative consequences reported. That is, the benefits of drinking may overshadow the drawbacks for some individuals on some occasions. Second, location was important; consequences were evaluated most negatively if they occurred at a bar, followed by a party, and least negatively if occurring in one's own home/dorm room. These findings may in part reflect differences in drinking behavior and perceived norms by location. Prior research shows that drinking, social norms for drinking, and discrepancies between personal and perceived drinking may differ by location (Lewis et al., 2011) .
Time, Lasting Impact, and Prior Experience
Two other contextual-level differences on evaluations were identified in this survey study. First, if a consequence came with other, lasting consequences, it was rated more negatively. Lasting consequences speak to the more objective severity of an event (e.g., getting a sexually transmitted infection following a regretted sexual experience is objectively worse than not getting an infection), and may make students more likely to reevaluate their drinking behaviors. In the context of learning theories, such consequences are likely to be more punishing, in turn more likely to prompt behavior change. We also confirmed a role for the timing of a consequence evaluation on its valence. In particular, consequences are viewed least negatively in the moment (perhaps due to acute intoxication), and most negatively the morning after they occur, with those negative reactions reducing in magnitude a week later. Though this is not a contextual influence, per se, it is still of interest. Drinkers may wake up and initially regret or otherwise feel badly about the prior evening's events, yet as these become less salient in memory with time, so too may the associated negative thoughts or feelings. Further, with time, students may discuss their consequences with peers, who oftentimes may minimize or normalize those consequences, in turn mitigating personal negative evaluations.
With respect to prior experience, the lack of difference between evaluations of a consequence that occurred the first time versus repeatedly was not entirely surprising, based on our prior qualitative work. In focus groups, we learned that consequences may be more negatively evaluated at both ends of this spectrum of experience. Students reported that they may find a consequence (e.g., blackout, hangover) aversive the first time it happens, but habituate to it upon repeated experience. However, students also indicated that experiencing a consequence several times may be a This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
warning sign that drinking has progressed to an unhealthy or unacceptable level, resulting in aversion once again. In other words, there may be a U-shaped association between how many times a consequence has been experienced and how negatively it is perceived. Moreover, individuals appear to differ in their perceptions of which scenario is more negative. Indeed, closer examination of our data revealed that 39% of participants reported that experiencing a consequence for the first time would be relatively worse, with a near equal percentage (40%) reporting that experiencing a consequence several times would be worse. That participants were rating these two contextual comparisons in opposite ways suggests that this relationship is moderated by unmeasured variable(s), which would explain the lack of a main effect.
Limitations
This study is not without limitations. First, this study was conducted on a convenience sample of college student volunteers. The majority of these were female, and our sample may be characterized by lower levels of alcohol consequences than others (e.g., Brett, Leffingwell, & Leavens, 2017; Kahler, Hustad, Barnett, Strong, & Borsari, 2008) , which limits the generalizability of findings. Second, participants were hypothetically evaluating consequences of drinking, so findings may not extend to actual evaluations that could be collected using real-time data collection methods such as ecological momentary assessment. Further, while some participants may have had experience to draw upon with certain consequences in certain contexts, others may not have. As such, ratings for experienced drinkers may have been closer to those they might actually report in real time. Of note, findings were replicated in sensitivity analyses, when limiting the sample to only drinkers as well as only heavy drinkers. Importantly, each contextual characteristic does not occur in a vacuum; several of the hypothetical contexts assessed in this study could be at play simultaneously. It is unclear how these different contextual characteristics may interact to influence one's subjective evaluation, or whether some aspects of the broader context in which a consequence occurs are more influential than others. As such, future studies should examine actual evaluations of recently experienced consequences, along with multiple aspects of the context, to better understand the complexities in the role of context on subjective evaluations.
Conclusions
Despite these limitations, our findings support our previous qualitative analysis, extend prior literature, and have some clinical implications. The subjective experience of consequences appears to be much nuanced, and it should not be assumed that any consequence is perceived negatively by a student on all occasions. When using recent consequences in feedback-based interventions to build motivation to change, it may be useful to discuss the context of a consequence and how this influences whether or not a student perceives that consequence as aversive. Understanding the full context in which a consequence occurred may also help inform clinicians as to whether negative evaluations, and therefore motivation to change, may occur.
